to this previously unknown letter addressed to Soner from Poland. Th e letter was composed in 1610 and provides insight into the practical activities of the Crypto-Socinian group, as well as into certain questions of theological nature, which testify to confl icts between the German and Polish Antitrinitarians. Th erefore in the following pages my aim is to expose this letter.
Th e manuscript of the letter was discovered in the Unitarian archives of Kolozsvár (today Cluj-Napoca) 2 which already reveals the intensity with which contemporary Antitrinitarians sought to correspond and communicate. Th e sample is not the original letter, but its copy, which has been inserted into a volume with other documents collected with the intention to follow the most important events concerning their German and Polish fellow-Antitrinitarians. According to the date, the letter was written at Raków, in the centre of the Polish Socinianism, on 10 April 1610. Th e author's name is missing, thus we can only make assumptions. Nonetheless, it seems certain that the author was an important person, an active church leader, because he dares to express his opinion in serious questions in the name of his entire community, and he is well-informed regarding the situation of many Socinian thinkers and leaders. For instance, according to the letter, he was in contact with Adam Gosławski (ca 1577-1642), one of the most educated and most respected Socinians of the time, 3 and he knew Michael Gittich (arriving back to his Lithuanian home from Altdorf in the same year), 4 and Georg Ludwig Leuchsner. 5 Th e author's account of Krzysztof Stoiński (Christophorus Statorius) is worthy of notice not only because of its rather personal tone, but also because it contains nothing but private information on himin sharp contrast with information about other people mentioned in the letter; it is also signifi cant that he calls him simply frater, while other brethren are addressed as frater in Domino. On these grounds it is likely, though by no means certain, that the unknown author is one of Statorius' two brothers, Jan and Piotr (probably the former, because we know that he was still a pastor at Raków, while Piotr already lived at Czerniechów in 1610). 6 Concerning the relationship of the author and the addressee, it is obvious from the letter's personal tone that it was not their fi rst exchange. Based on this, the letter's author could have been Hieronim Moskorzowski (1560-1625), one of the most prominent leaders of the movement at Raków after Socinus' death, who had good rapport with Soner. 7 Another likely candidate is Christoph Ostorodt, 8 who successfully converted Soner during his earlier Western journey, and the exchange went on later too -we know of a letter to Soner from Ostorodt dated 1607, three years earlier. 9 Despite the doubts about the letter's authorship, the importance of the document is unquestionable, because it addresses Soner in the name of the entire community of Raków.
Th e document published here could be the next piece of the correspondence between Soner and the Polish Brethren (from the latter side), because it replies to Soner's -now lost -letter written in April of the previous year. In the lost message the German professor excuses himself for not writing for years ("per aliquot ferme annorum spatium") to the Polish Brethren, therefore it cannot be ruled out that after 1607 there was an opportunity to send a letter only at that time. We know that the communication between the Socinian groups was highly restricted and they used messengers in order to avoid discovery. Th e letters exchanged between Altdorf and Raków were delivered to the addressees by the Italian Giambattista Cettis and Georg Ludwig Leuchsner. Cettis lived near Krakow, Leuchsner was probably 6 About these three brothers, see S. 10 Th us it can be securely stated that there were interruptions in the exchange between the two communities even at that time, although Soner had plenty of opportunity as he was promoted to the Academy's rectorship in 1607/1608.
Th e letter deals with two subjects: one is the secret nature of the Altdorfi nian community, and second is Soner's views on ancient philosophers, especially Aristotle with regard to the immortality of the soul. Concerning the former, the author expresses his own view which is presumably the condemnatory opinion of the entire community at Raków: "Scio quid sit, Clarissime Sonere, versari fi delem inter infi deles, sibi multa, quae non deberat, tribuit, multa committit, quae Christianum minime decent." He wants to persuade him to leave the Academy and move to Poland, fearing that the Lutheran community harmfully infl uences the faith of the Antitrinitarian brethren at Altdorf. "dissimulation," and censured the Nicodemites as coward and careerist people. 13 Erasmus himself was harshly criticized from both sides for not taking up a position in the controversy around Luther. Nobody wrote a work approving religious simulation, in the fashion as, for example, Machiavelli legalised political simulation, some authors tried to defend this attitude only implicitly.
14 But the phenomenon, as the great number of anti-Nicodemite works demonstrate, was relatively widespread in Europe. Nonetheless, we have to notice that Nicodemism was not a unifi ed system of ideas, but a conduct forced by practical circumstances which people of diff erent religious background pursued, but they had only one thing in common: they did not want to abandon their beliefs, but they deemed it too risky to demonstrate it in their actual circumstances. Soner and members of the Cripto-Socinian community at Altdorf undoubtedly belonged to this group.
Th e letter written from Raków expresses the generally accepted view concerning Nicodemism when it is condemning the attitude of Soner and his fellows, but neither the expression (which became by then a quite negative attribute), nor the usually harsh tone connected to it is present here. Th e letter diff ers from the anti-Nicodemite works, because it does not talk about a group, or about the phenomenon itself, but addresses a person with whom the author maintained an especially close relationship, so confrontation was not sought for. Th e author emphasises the hazards being present in the situation, but did not accuse the addressee: the aim was to separate the behaviour from the person doing it.
Th e author is surely right that Soner painstakingly concealed his real beliefs: he shared his thoughts only with the small circle of his most trustworthy students, while publicly he behaved like a professed Lutheran, participating even in the Holy Communion -until his death, Soner's proper beliefs did not come to light. 15 members for the movement, and wrote works treating his theological ideas, though his most important work, a catechism written in German was published only after his death. Th erefore, the author's anxieties in this respect seem to be overemphasized, which is also revealed by the fact that he does not refer to any personal examples, and maintains a rather general tone when describing the dangers of life among the unfaithful. Th e real danger for the Soner group was not the entanglement with Lutheran beliefs, but disclosure, which in fact happened after Soner's death. Interestingly enough, the author does not warn the German professor against this danger.
As for the second subject of the letter, the author mentions a work about the immortality of the soul written by Soner and published under a pseudonym in Poland, which became highly popular in Antitrinitarian circles. Since the author makes only a few references to this work, further details about the text's nature cannot be defi ned. Perhaps it is Soner's most popular work entitled Demonstratio theologica et philosophica, 16 which focuses on questions of other-worldly punishment, or the De unitate animarum, which likewise deals with the subject of the soul;
17 it is also arguable that the mentioned work is the mysterious polemical treatise about which there is only indirect evidence at our disposal. In the fi rst volume of the Bibliothecae Baumgartnerianae, item no. 238 mentions under the name of Soner a certain manuscript entitled Ratio qua probatur immortalitas animae which has been identifi ed by Bock as a treatise against Mathias Radecius.
18 As far as we can conclude from this title and the letter's text, Bock's assumption can be reinforced, because the letter's author later suggests that Soner wrote about the individual immortality of each human soul in the work under discussion. In this case thus the letter is an additional evidence for the existence of the Ratio qua probatur immortalitas animae and the letter also refers to the content of the work. 16 However, as far as we know, this work came into light only in 1654 (see Before we try to canvass the work of Soner under discussion based on the references in the letter, it is worth investigating what do we know about Soner's ideas on the subject from other sources. For the available information is to some extent contradictory. In his Demonstratio, the German professor, following Aristotle and Averroes, criticised the traditional view on the soul almost in a materialist manner 19 and he thought that the human intellectus agens is nothing else but the divine intellect separable from the human body which is part of the general soul. 20 Th is splits into parts due to the fact that it is being connected to matter, therefore after death it melts into the common intellect again. Th is idea is Soner's probably most irregular and audacious statement from which his Aristotelianism is evident, which is at any rate the most important characteristic of his philosophy, infl uenced partly by general philosophical currents of his age, partly by his teachers. Aristotelianism was popular at a number of universities, such as Padua, which Soner visited with great enthusiasm during his travels between 1597 and 1602, and Philipp Scherbe, Soner's predecessor, was the follower of the Italian Aristotelianism at Altdorf. 21 Th erefore Soner's doctrine, with its Aristotelian roots reviewed above, seems fairly radical, since it opposes the orthodox views about the immortality of the soul to the extent that it would have been condemned not only by the Catholic, but by the Protestant party as well. In contrast with this, in one of his other works, in the so-called "Soner catechism," he follows a more conventional standpoint and acknowledges not only the individual existence of the soul after death, but also the eternal punishment. 22 It is diffi cult therefore to collect Soner's thoughts about the immortality of the soul into a coherent system, nor can we be certain about what the author of the letter thinks of when he claims about the treatise under discussion that perplacuit sane. Th e author's opinion explained in a few sentences mirrors the offi cial position at Raków on the subject, announced not only in the catechism, but 19 Quoted by E. Achermann, Ratio und oratio mentalis, pp. 119-120. 20 fi dentes) ; the others remain dead forever. 24 Th erefore if we consider the positive view of the letter's author, then Soner's work about the immortality of the soul could have contained something similar. Another statement in the text though seems to contradict this: "demus etiam omnium hominum animas esse immortales." It can be assumed from the context that with these words the author thinks of Soner's view in a concessive manner, the German professor thus could have taught the immortality of all souls. Even if it holds, it cannot be argued solely based on the expression of approval that this 'immortality' did not contradict the Polish system opposing the tenet according to which in the true resurrection and eternal happiness only the true believers might partake.
Th erefore, as it ensues from the text, Soner had orthodox views about resurrection from the Socinian point of view, but at a certain point he surpassed the limits accepted by the letter's author and his brethren at Raków: "ea Platoni, Aristoteli et luci naturae tribuere videris, quae sacrae literae non nisi Domini Jesu Christi Evangelio aperte tribuant." Of course it is not explained here that Plato and Aristotle reached immortality solely with the help of natural law and their philosophy, but rather that with regard to the topic of immortality they recognized such important motives which one might perceive only with the help of divine revelation, as the letter's author emphasized. Th e author therefore insinuates that according to Soner the doctrine of the philosopher of Stagira is completely essential to be saved and to perceive what is salvation. Th is "charge" seems to be bolstered by a recently found oration of Soner in which the main argument is that it is essential for a theologian to study Aristotelian philosophy. Th e Polish position is not the rejection of philosophy or of Aristotle. Th ough in Antitrinitarianism philosophy was treated with ambivalence, even with rejection using the word philosophus as a disparagement for their opponents and branding branches of (Platonic) philosophy as which had corrupted true Christianism, it referred only to a making of a certain kind of philosophy, while its proper application was acceptable, even entirely benefi cial. 26 Th e letter itself acknowledges Aristotle's merits: "Quis enim in artibus literalibus, rebus politicis terrenis hisce, contemneret vel parvi faceret saltem Aristotelem, qui tanquam singulare lumen aliquod in omnium est ore et oculis?"
Th erefore, it was the limits of philosophy and not its existence that is under discussion here, for apparently there were some elements in Soner's Aristotelianism which his Polish Brethren, less inclined to Aristotle, did not share. Despite the fact that the German professor himself emphasized in his oration De libertate philosophandi that it is not wise to cling immoderately to a certain authority, and that Aristotle himself thought so (since he himself made mistakes), 27 in practice his writings prove the opposite. Soner always thought about Aristotle as a starting point and practically he always tried to argue for his theses. Th us, without knowing the Soner's work mentioned in the letter in its actual details, it is safe to say that this overestimation of Aristotle surpassed the limits which the Polish Socinians draw between philosophy and theology, and though the Altdorfi an professor's views were not to be rejected in itself, the method which lead to them was to be criticised. 28 In conclusion, the letter gives insight not only into the difficulties which arose in maintaining a correspondence between the ÁDÁM SZABÓ Antitrinitarian groups of Nürnberg and Raków, but it also draws attention to the theoretical and practical discords between these communities: the Polish Brethren did not approve of the behavioural patterns forced by the secret nature of the crypto-Socinian group, or of Soner's excessive Aristotelianism. Nevertheless, the letter's author did not attribute crucial importance to these confl icts with respect to the good relationship between the two groups: vis-á-vis Soner the author retains a polite tone throughout the letter, and though he tries to point out the direction ideal according to his own view to Soner, it is evident from the text that their friendship did not depend on the acceptance of the author's opinion. As it is known from later events, this situation did not change until the movement's demise. Soner did not leave the Academy of Altdorf, nor did he cease to respect Aristotle's doctrine, and he maintained a good rapport with the Polish Brethren; moreover, they helped Soner's pupils after the movement was discovered. Th e brethren from Raków sent a deputy to Altdorf for the defence of Soner's imprisoned students, 29 Responsio illa tua, de animae immortalitate, quae sub meo nomine, signi impressione non occlusa, integram ferme Poloniam, per integri ferme anni spatium longe lateque pervagata est, antequam mihi cum litteris redderetur, perplacuit sane, uno tamen excepto, quod ea Platoni, Aristoteli et luci naturae tribuere videris, quae sacrae literae non nisi Domini Jesu Christi Evangelio aperte tribuant. 14 ut ita tempus, se potius ipsum, fallat; et conscientiam, quae mille testium loco est, stimulantem interim ita solatur; non fuisti tamen plane ebrius, saepe, cum reliquorum more potuisses, non bibisti, sed quod visum fuit superfl uum famulo clam ebibendum vel eff undendum, vel in partem saltem seponendum, tradidisti. Et cum id non quotidie etiam, sed aliquando saltem, idque non in vulgo, sed inter honoratiores fi at, quis id nobis vitio verterit? Et quamvis conscientiam ea ratiocinatione exonerare non possit, existimat tamen, optime siti consulere, atque ad eum modum hominum ejusmodi consortio tuto perfrui, et sine aliqua labe inter nos versari posse. Si etiam non videri velit Arianus, necesse est, si non semper, aliquando tamen ipsorum fana adeat, se ipsorum similem esse ostendat vel fi ngat saltem, veritatem mendacio contaminari audiat, illorum sacramenta, quasi divina aliqua virtute praedita, ita admiretur, ut ea aliquando nutu saltem aliquo in honorem adducat. Sed dies me defi ciet, si omnia persequi velim. Ad forum vos conscientiae remitto, quae vobis pluris esse potuerit, quam omnium sermo, et haec qualiscunque scriptio mea. Sed dices, unde haec ad te? Ab experientia rerum magistra, et mihi ipsi, cum post agnitam, Domini Jesu Christi benefi cio, veritatem, inter hujus seculi homines aliquamdiu adhuc vixissem, ejuscemodi non pauca evenerunt, a quibus liberari vix et ne vix quidem potui, nisi cum ex eorum medio exirem et me piis adjungerem, cum quibus Deum patrum nostrum et ejus fi lium Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum, et abjectis curis, et fucatis istis mundanis ineptiis, pie viverem. Quod ut et vos faciatis, propter salutem vestram, opto et Dominum ex animo precor. 
